roof support timbers required by the roof plan impacts on
the stability of the roof.  The evidence establishes that
miners were required to travel and work in the affected areas,
and since respondent's witness McMackin indicated that the
cited areas were on the main entrance to the mine, this would
increase the exposure hazard and potential for injury in the
event of a roof fall.  While there was no evidence of any
massive roof falls in the cited areas, the inspector described
the roof as "uncertain" and testified as to a past roof fall
next to a belt drive.  He also alluded to several places
where he observed broken roof and ribs in the belt and supply
entries.  Ms. McMackin described the roof conditions as
"average," and conceded that roof falls are unpredictable.

Inspector Franks observed no timbering work being done
at the time of his inspection, and Ms. McMackin conceded
that the dislodged timbers were apparently caused by equipment
running into the timbers and that "this was easier" than
going around them.  She also alluded to the fact that respondent
prefers to wait for an idle shift before "catching up" on
its timbering work.  In these circumstances, it seems obvious
to me that the respondent failed to pay closer attention to
its roof support plan when it initially failed to install
the required timbers, and when it failed to reinstall the
100 or so timbers which had been dislodged.  Given the roof
conditions, and the fact that timbers were missing and
dislodged, there existed a hazard of a possible roof fall
in the cited locations.  Further, given the fact that mantrips
and miners traveled and worked in the cited areas, there is
a reasonable likelihood that any fall of roof or rock
would have inflicted injuries of a reasonably serious nature
to the miners required to travel and work in the areas where
the additional required roof support was lacking.  Accordingly,
the inspector's "S&S" findings as to both citations ARE
AFFIRMED,

Citation No. 2338194

In defense of this citation, Mr. Craft argued that the
respondent was following an MSHA approved cleanup program
(Tr. 113, 116; exhibits R-l and R-2) .  In support of this
argument, Mr. Craft asserted that because of the amount of
impurities in the coal, management would prefer to leave
the coal along the ribs until the end of the 24-hour production
shift, and then cleanup and load it out at the end of the .
shift (Tr. 121-122),
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